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VEMCRANDUM FOR: Director of Central Intelligence 1h Qctober 195k
TARGUGH t Deputy Director of Centrsl Intelligence
SUBJECT 1 Project Review Comities

1. 4As the proposed nav regulation governing the FRC would name me iis
chairman, I heve reviewed the regulation with care as well as all the written
comrerts on earlier drafis submitted by members of the PRC. I have also dige
cussesi the subject informally with each of the Deputy Directors.

2. On the besla of these conversations and of my cwn study of the papers
I have no minor changes of wording to suggest. It seems to me that this regu-
lation and the relsted opes comcerning the sulmission of projects snd programs
are skillfully drafted. It may be that after further experience I will ke
able to propose some sgimplification in the format in whick projects are sub-
mitted but I do not believe it would be worthvhile to recpen this question at
the present time.

3. Despite my belief that these documente eve technically well drafted
and embody effectively the present views of the Director and the Deputy Director,
I have to state my emphatic nonconcurrence with them. I am confident that I
shall be over-ruled but wish at least to summerize my reasons fer bdelieving
that this is an anomalous and illeconceived organizational arrangement. Basically
there are two.

L, PFirst, I think 1t is generslly & bed idea {and specifically so in
the case of this Agency) to place upon s group of line officers of equal or
comyarable rank responsibility for reviewing collectively decisions and programs
each of which is the priwmary reaponsibility of one or another of the officers
in questlon and has been made or developed in the firast imstence by his subore
dinates in the line of command.

a. Both the DD/I end UD/P have pointed cut the anomaly of asking then
as members of a committee to pass Julgment on projects thet they had already
endorged as line offlicers. This bas been recognized in the rew regulation by
providing that a Deputy Director does not sit as a voting member of the PRC on
any project coming from his sres in the crganization. But this elimination of
one snomely merely underacores a more basic defect of the rresent arrangement.

b. The basic defect is that membership by senior line officers on a
revieving comitiee is an invitation to each to concern himgelf with progrems
snd decisions that are expressly the responsibility of the others. Whenever
I have geen an efflcient ard harmonious organisation in the Government it has
been one in which the division of lebor between different parts of the corganize-
tion was g0 cleer cut that esch senior line officer could be expected to hendle
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his businecss without . interference from, or the reguirement of congtant clearance
with, parts of the orgenizetion not under his commend. GCovernmental affsirs

are 80 hidecusly complicated that 1t is rerely possible to achieve and to insist
upon guch 8 clear cut divigion of functions and responsibilitiss. But

surely 1t should be recognized that “"coordismstion" (i.e. the practice of "hori-
zonal” clearance as distinct fram successive "vertical” approvale ss & decision
travels up the chain of comsand) is the enemy of decleiveness end the thief of
time. Any organizational arrangement which requires e decision of one part of
the office to be cleared with snother when the mature of the issue or project is
not such ss sbsolutely to require such "coordination” is therefore objectionable.

¢. In an organisetion like the FOA, which is split up into eres divi-
slons and functional divieions, it is practically impossible to avold s great
deal of cross checking becouse slmost every piece of business is the concern,
at a2 minimum, of two units: ooe aves division snd one functionsl division. In
the CIA this situatlon does not obtain in 80 mcute & form and with s little good
will and energy the number of sigoatures required on the sversge actiom decument
eould be sppreciably reduced. There is, thevefore, no compelling functionsl
arguaent peculiar to this Agency im favor of requiring the signatures of all
three Deputy Direciors on projects originating in any one area. O(n the contrary,
the efforts made in this Agency to maintain some degree of compartmentation
would seem to me o atrengthen the case for handling business along not across
lineg of command so fer as possible.

4. These are arguments sgainet the inclusion ss members of a review
board of the senlor line officers of an organization. They would not apply to
a coamittee mede up of other individuslis. To my mind, however, there ig an
equally decisive argumeni against such an alternative. It is thet a group of
#taff officers should not be plsced, as it were, between the senior executive
on the one hand and his senior line officers on the other. Staff officers are
apt to be a nuisance under the best of circumstences. At least they should be
kept 1n their plsce and limited to giving the chief executive sdvice when re-
guested; their spproval should not be required as a precondition of action hy
line officers.

5. Second, assuning that the foregoing sarguments sre unsvaeiling end thst
the sppr the present voling members of the PRC is going to be reguired
on all projects in excess of 325,000, the present procedure seems to me to be
open to a weighty objection. It aprisgs frox perhaps the most universal and
one of the wisest of all rules of public adminigtretion, to wit: No business
that can be transacted ocutside of & cammittee or without s meeting should ever
be brought into & committee or made the subject of a meeting. Believing deeply
in this principle, X submit that most of the Lusiness of the PRC could be cone
ducted without the necesgity for meetings and that such a manner of condueting
it would net only reduce the expenditure of men hours but minimize the tempta-
tion of a review commitiee to second guess line officers.

&, With respect to projects which under the present procedure are
unsnimously approved by the members of the PRC without the need for extensive
explanation additionel to that contained in the project description, there
will be an obvious seving of time mnd trouble by merely circulating the proe
Ject for signelure instead of considering it at & meoting. I understand this
category inciudes z sigesdble majority of the projects that now come before the
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PRC, which is scercely swrprising because meny of them must be extensions, re-
newals, and obviously needed smendments of projects previcusly considered.

b. With regpect to projects which do not f8ll into this category bee
cause one or two members of the PRC have guestions they wish to raise, it would
often, pevhaps ususlly be the case that the popt efficlent procedure would be to
bave the sponsors of the project meet with the member or mesbers who have gues~
t&m sbout 1t to furnish further explanstions snd, if peed be, to work out
smeudments. It is enly in those rather rare cases in which s project {which,

11; mm; be remasbered hus already been approved by the sppropriate Depuby Director)
raises in the minds of one or wore mexbers of the PEC & znjor issue of policy

thet a meeting of aome seven wenlor officers of the Agency for the purpose of
thrasghing cut the policy iseue cen really be Justified.

¢. In shert, sven granted the wisdom of the review of projects by the
menbers of the FRU, I submit that the present procedure should be precisely ve-
vorsed. The Commitiee should meet sa a commities only when there is a demonatrvated
need for dlscussion of a major policy issue. Each individwml project should be
regaxded a8 lmnocent, st lsast until a gremd Jury hes brought in an indictwent.
Specifically, s meeting of the Committee should be beld enly when one of its
renbars has specified thet a project requiring his approvel raises a policy iseue
vhich justifies s meeting. This he should not be sllowed to do until he hag not
poly studied the project sulmitted but also met with the sponsors of theproject
and heard whatever caxplamation and srguments they could offer. Under this pro-
cedure each single mesber would retain the right at lesst to delay s project
until it bad received = fair itrisl in court. BPut sech member would be at lenst
nildly discouraged from avelling himself of this privilege too often Ly ithe
requirement that, befors deoling so, he hold an extra preliminary meeting with
the sponsors of the project. I submit that this procedure would retain the
proteciion of the yeguirement of sprrovel Ly & grouwp of senior officers ut
would discoursge interference by cuoe in another's business and would seve many

G Conclusions and recomsendetions:

8. The recommended solution would be to abolish the PEC and substitute
the following arrsngements to ensure adequate coordinstion {clearance) of projects
pefore they reach the DDCI.

{1} Each Deputy Director would be responsible with respect to
every project originsting in his ares for securing in the first instence the
copcuyrence of those officers in other aress of the Agency whe have s legitinete
soncern therewlith.

{2) A designated officer on the staff of the DCI or IDCT would be
respousible for reviewing the concurrences thus obtelned before pagsing the pro-
Ject to the DDOY and the ICT for finel apyrovel and he would be responsible for
regquiring such further concurrences as he thought necegsery.

CAwanriUENTIAL
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{3) Comments or dissents, if sny, from cutside of the area of
m;zmwmsemtynmem would be submitted to the DDCI along with the
project.

b. Assuming that the foregoing recomssndation is not acceptable, it
is recommended that the PRC's procedures bDe modified to provide that 1t meet
only to consider important issues of policy raised by preojects circulsted for
concurrence to its members in accordance with the procedure sropowed in parae

greph 5.{e) sbove.

7. uwzmmmmmmuwwwwhmzw
going heresies;, asnd therefore heve not inguired sg to their views on these
specific proposals, it is my private bYelief that all of the three Deputy Directors
would be favorably inclined toward the views I have hare expressed.
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